Knowledge transfer as new concept which attracts scholars' attentions can be improved by factors such as organizational Culture, leadership style, and employee engagement. As the main objective of the preset study, three organizational, managerial and membership aspects were considered as main factors which can influence knowledge transfer through organizations. To gain this goal, the proposed model has investigated the relationship between three variables of organizational Culture, leadership style, employee engagement ad knowledge transfer through structural equation modeling method and by AMOS software. The present study has conducted 250 professionals working in over 8 software organizations. All data was gathered by multi dimensional questionnaire. The results indicated that all these three variables strongly related to knowledge transfer in organizations.
Introduction
In some cultures employees have sufficient knowledge of their work and tend to help each other meet high levels of mutual satisfaction needs and are oriented toward their clients. This culture can improve job commitment. This type of culture can enhance knowledge transfer. Leadership scholars are quite familiar with the often convoluted and problematic path that leadership theory has taken. Despite these challenges, leadership is currently considered a mature field (Hunt & Dodge, 2000) even though this maturity has not been achieved without things are done in an organization, shapes employee behavioral expectations and norms (Verbeke, Vlogering, & Hessels, 1998) . They also share several common elements in understanding organizational culture, although they use different categories for classification. Organizational culture is mainly categorized into constructive culture (OCI, OCP) or proficient culture (OSC) versus defensive culture (OCI, OCP) or rigid/resistant culture (OSC). For example, in the category of constructive or proficient culture, employees possess behavioral expectations and norms of achievement, innovation, competence, cooperation, supportiveness, responsiveness, and emphasis on reward for their performance (Cooke & Szumal, 2000; Glisson, 2007) . In this type of culture, employees have sufficient knowledge of their work and tend to help each other meet high levels of mutual satisfaction needs and are oriented toward their clients. In contrast, in the category of defensive or rigid/resistant culture, employees have behavioral expectations and norms of approval, conventionality, dependency, opposition, power, formulation, and suppression (Cooke & Szumal, 2000; Glisson, 2007) . In this type of culture, employees follow conventional rules, tend to conduct their task to protect their lower status, and they orient toward their tasks rather than the client's well-being (Shim, 2010) . Empirical research has produced an impressive array of findings demonstrating the importance of culture to enhancing organizational performance (Cameron and Ettington, 1988; Trice and Beyer, 1993) . There exists the relationship between organizational culture and the effectiveness of an organization. For example, Ouchi (1981) found that focusing on humanistic organizational values -such as motivation, cooperation, and emphasis on rewards -had positive financial impacts on Japanese firms. An organization with positive culture where employees receive quick feedback and reward for their performance responds well to working environments and adapts well to changing circumstances (Deal & Kennedy, 1982) . Behavioral expectations and norms explaining organizational culture affect an employee's work attitudes and quality in service delivery (Glisson, 2007; Shim, 2010) . For example, employees working in a defensive culture are less likely to provide high quality services for children and families than those wi th a constructive culture, because a defensive culture promotes passive reactivity and the avoidance of legal sanctions they may receive if they fail to provide the services. These poor work attitudes by employees, in turn, decrease the quality in service delivery (Shim, 2010) .
Leadership
Leadership has been a major topic of research in psychology for almost a century and has spawned thousands of empirical and conceptual studies. Despite this effort, leadership research to date is somewhat disconnected and directionless (Zaccaro and Klimoski, 2001) . Therefore, more specific context-based research is required that acknowledges the unique facets of organizational cultures which include social, political, economic, technologic, personnel, and personal considerations (McMurray, 2010) . The leadership field has faced conflicts over definitional issues and theoretical adequacy. The general definition of leadership is drawn from charismatic imagery, the measurement of leadership is undertaken with technique designed to study managers or military officers, and the stereotype which often dominates selection of leaders is rather Hollywood-like. Leadership is not unique in its problematic progression to maturity (Coglisera, 2004) .
Leadership is commonly understood as the use of influence to encourage participation in achieving set goals (Yukl, 2006) . The leadership process involves the leader's personality and behaviors, the follower's perception of the leader and the context within which the interaction takes place (Antonakis et al., 2004) . Central to the concept of leadership is the relationship, that taking place between leaders and followers. Leaders must structure or restructure situations, perceptions and expectations of group members. Hence leaders hip extends beyond an individual's possession of a certain set of traits or a prescribed set of behaviors exercised in response to a defined situation. Leadership is a relational process between leader and followers, and is molded by the context (McCallum, 2009) . Moreover, studies still primarily concentrate on top-level leadership of entire organizations. A major move forward however is that new leadership research moves the emphasis to leadership of organizations rather than leadership in organizations (Hunt, 1999) . This approach is supported by the latest research of Alban-Metcalfe and Alimo-Metcalfe (2007, p. 116) who claim that leadership is a relational process that needs to go beyond the "outdated notions of 'heroic' models of leadership that encourage adulation of a few gifted individuals at the top of organizations". Styles of leadership consistent with this theory include transformational, transactional, charismatic, visionary or inspirational leadership (Hunt, 1999) . They emphasis the leader's role in the organizational culture (Bryman et al., 1996) thereby emphasizing the importance of context-specific studies on leadership. Understanding the differences between transactional and transformational leadership is vital because of the implication that a leader can be both transactional and transformational (Bryman, 1996) . Burns (1978) developed the initial concepts of transactional and transformational leadership. He defined transformational leadership as the process of pursuing collective goals through the mutual tapping of leaders' and followers' motive bases towards the achievement of the intended change. In comparison, transactional leadership is a process of exchanging one thing for another among leaders and followers. Similarly, Bass (1990) defined transformational leadership as superior leadership performance that occurs when leaders broaden and elevate the interests of their employees, and inspire followers to look beyond their own self-interest for the good of the group. On the other hand, transactional leaders help followers identify what must be done to accomplish desired goals. Transactional leadership involves daily exchanges between a leader and subordinates, and is necessary for achieving routine performance that is agreed on between leaders and subordinates. Transactional leadership is built on reciprocity -the idea that the relationships between leaders and their followers develop from the exchange of some reward such as performance ratings, pay, recognition, and praise. It involves leaders clarifying goals and objectives, and communicating to organize tasks and activities with the co-operation of their employees to ensure that wider organizational goals are met (McCallum, 2009 ). Such a relationship depends on hierarchy and the ability to work through this mode of exchange. It requires leadership skills such as the ability to obtain results; to control through structures and processes; to solve problems; to plan and organize; and to work within the structures and boundaries of the organization (McMurray, 2010) . Transformational leadership, on the other hand, is concerned with engaging the hearts and minds of others. It works to help all parties achieve greater motivation, satisfaction and a greater sense of achievement. It requires trust, concern and facilitation rather than direct control. The skills required are concerned with establishing a long-term vision, empowering people to control them, coaching, and developing others and challenging the culture to change. In transformational leadership, the power of the leader comes from creating understanding and trust. In contrast, in transactional leadership, power is based much more on the notion of hierarchy and position (McMurray, 2010) . Transformational leadership studies have seen the onset of new research and theory anchored in neo-charismatic approaches thereby providing a paradigm shift revitalizing the field (Lowe and Gardner, 2001) . Modern leadership research emphasises team structures, participative management, and increasing individual empowerment, with leadership now being distributed among members of the organization. Yukl (2006) suggests "an alternative perspective would be to describe leadership as a shared process of enhancing the collective and individual capacity of people to accomplish their work roles effectively". This definition essentially sees leadership as facilitating others' performance, and relates well to the view that leadership is found throughout all levels of an organization, not just among senior executives. For leadership to be effective, Chemers (2002) suggests that leaders must focus on their credibility and legitimacy with followers, the development of a relationship via identification of followers' needs and motivations, and deploying resources as to draw the best out of followers in order to meet established goals. This means leaders must embrace change, motivating and inspiring followers to move in a desired direction (McCallum, 2009) . Leadership effectiveness can also be driven by relationships beyond one's immediate subordinates. We follow the lead of Balkundi and Kilduff (2006) who understand leadership as "social capital that collects around certain individuals". Furthermore, leadership is based "on the acuity of their social perceptions and the structure of their social ties" (Balkundi and Kilduff, 2006) . This highlights to the importance of relationships both within and among organizations. An effective leader understands social network relationships among organization members and also between members and others beyond the organization boundaries, and is able to leverage individuals' personal networks for the benefit of the organization (Balkundi and Kilduff, 2006) . Leaders of projects, especially those involving information systems, need to be able build trust in order to make use of the social capital that is critical for s uccess of such projects (Tansley and Newell, 2007) . Responsible leaders also think beyond projects, and beyond their immediate organizations, considering how to build relationships and ties that create stakeholder social capital. In sum, leadership involves the ability to build and maintain relationships, cope with change, motivate and inspire others and deploy resources (McCallum, 2009 ).
Employee engagement
Employee engagement has become a widely used and popular term (Robinson et al., 2004) . However, most of what has been written about employee engagement can be found in practitioner journals where it has its basis in practice rather than theory and empirical research. As noted by Robinson et al. (2004) , there has been surprisingly little academic and empirical research on a topic that has become so popular. As a result, employee engagement has the appearance of being somewhat faddish or what some might call, "old wine in a new bottle." To make matters worse, employee engagement has been defined in many different ways and the definitions and measures often sound like other better known and established constructs like
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September , Vol. 3, No. 9 ISSN: 2222 organizational commitment and organizational citizenship behavior (Robinson et al., 2004) .Most often it has been defined as emotional and intellectual commitment to the organization or the amount of discretionary effort exhibited by employees in their jobs (Saks, 2006) . In fact, although there is some broad agreement about the type of factors included in "employee engagement", there is a lack of clarity about its definition and measurement. Kahn (1990) was the first researcher to posit that engagement means the psychological presence of an employee when executing his organizational task. Kahn tried to discover the psychological circumstances essential to justify moment of individual engagements and individual disengagements amid employees in diverse conditions at work. He applied the observation techniques and interviews to accomplish a qualitative research of individual engagements and disengagement at work of 16 counselors of a summer camp and 16 employees of an architectural firm. He established that individuals portray upon themselves to a changeable extent at the same time as executing job roles with the obligation of presence; cognitively, emotionally and physically in different tasks they carry out; noting that the employees could decide to retreat or disengage from their job roles and organizational tasks. This position laid a conceptual foundation for Gallup Organization. Therefore, it may not be wrong to say that the term employee engagement as it is presently used is a construct coined by the Gallup Organization (2005), after 25 years of research though engagement was first conceptualized and defined by Kahn as "The 'harnessing of organizational members' selves to their work roles; in engagement, people employ and express themselves physically, cognitively and emotionally during role performances" (Kahn, 1990) . Harter et al., (2002) further defined employee engagement as "the individual's involvement and satisfaction as well as enthusiasm for work". Robinson et al. (2004, p. 9) give a definition of engagement as, "A positive attitude held by the employee towards the organization and its values. An engaged employee is aware of business context, and works with colleagues to improve performance within the job for the benefit of the organization". Employee engagement is the level of commitment and involvement an employee has towards his or her organization and its values. The construct of employee engagement is relatively new for HRM and appeared in the literature for nearly two decades (Robinson et al., 2004) . Saks (2006) noted that engagement is most closely associated with the existing construct of job involvement and flow. International Survey Research (2003) described employee engagement as the practice by which a firm enhances the commitment and contribution of its human resources to achieve greater business outcomes. The International Survey Research resolved that employee engagement is a mixture of an employee's cognitive, behavioral and affective dedication to his or her organization (Saks, 2006) . Engagement has to do with how individuals employ themselves in the performance of their job. Furthermore, engagement involves the active use of emotions and behaviors in addition to cognitions. Ivan et al. (2010) also suggest that "engagement may be thought of as an antecedent to job involvement in that individuals who experience deep engagement in their roles should come to identify with their jobs" (Ivan et al., 2010) . In general, the items in most engagement surveys focus on the aspects of engagement that are most obviously related to "positive" employee behavior, and cover established psychological concepts, suc h as , Vol. 3, No. 9 ISSN: 2222 723 www.hrmars.com/journals organizational citizenship and organizational commitment and attachment (Ivan et al., 2010) . For example, the Utrecht Work Engagement Survey (Schaufeli et al., 2006) concentrates on three factors: vigor, dedication and absorption. They are defined in the following: 2.3.1. Vigor Vigor is characterized as high levels of energy and mental resilience while working, the willingness to invest effort in one's work and persistence even in the face of difficulties (Schaufeli, et al., 2006) . Taipale et al. (2011) , mentioned vigor refers to energetic working; being ambitions enough to work hard, even in difficult situations. So in workplace vigor demonstrated a willing to contribute energy into a task, an ability to avoid fatigue and demonstrating persistence in completing a task (Weidert, 2011) .

Dedication
Dedication refers to being strongly involved in one's work (Schaufeli et al., 2006) . It is linked to the experience of meaningful work and dedication in work signals that an individual's pride in his work, finding its content inspiring (Taipale et al. 2011) . Based on dedication a person experiences a sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and challenge by completing his task (Cole et al., 2011) .
Absorption
Absorption is characterized by being fully concentrated and happily engrossed in one's work, whereby time passes quickly and one has difficulties with detaching oneself from work (Schaufeli, et al., 2006) . In other words it refers to personal immersion in work, from which one gets pleasure. It also indicates that a person is concentrated on his work and finds it rewarding (Maslach et al., 2001 ). The Gallup Workplace Audit focuses on factors such as clarity -knowing what's expected and control (input and opportunity). By and large practitioners and researchers views of engagement embody the three core concepts of Attachment, Commitment and Organisational Citizenship. These concepts reflect a focus on the aspects of engagement that are likely to be most directly involved in driving positive employee behaviour (Ivan et al., 2010) . Rothbard (2001, p. 656 ) also defines engagement as psychological presence but goes further to state that it involves two critical components: attention and absorption. Attention refers to "cognitive availability and the amount of time one spends thinking about a role" while absorption "means being engrossed in a role and refers to the intensity of one's focus on a role." Findings of many research works agree that employee engagement could be a strong factor for organizational performance and success, as it seems to have a significant potential to affect employee retention, their loyalty and productivity, and also with some link to customer satisfaction, organizational reputation and the overall stakeholder value. Employee engagement is a broad construct that touches nearly all branches of human resource management facets known hitherto. If every component of human resource were not well addressed with proper approach, employees would fail to fully engage themselves in their job roles thereby leading to mismanagement (Markos and Sridevi, 2010) . Employee engagement is crucial for any organization. Engaged employees contribute to the foundation line of any business and their engagement is echoed in their services to clients and customers. By so doing, engaged employees are helping to generate more patronage and customers loyalty. A highly engaged customer buys more products and services, refers more potential customers to that , Vol. 3, No. 9 ISSN: 2222 same company, stays longer and gives more feedback, which in turn, gives organization a huge profitability (Ologbo, 2012) . In summary, although the definition and meaning of engagement in the practitioner literature often overlaps with other constructs, in the academic literature it has been defined as a distinct and unique construct that consists of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral components that are associated with individual role performance. Furthermore, engagement is distinguishable from several related constructs, most notably organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behavior, and job involvement (Ivan et al., 2010) .
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Knowledge transfer
Knowledge is quickly becoming the prime source of wealth in the world, not only for corporations and individuals but also -and perhaps even more so -for nations and societies. As individuals, organizations and multinational corporations struggle to compete in the global economy, they need more than sound technology; they also must have the support of integrated national and societal structures to help them manage their constant demand for new knowledge. Such knowledge-intensive assets include value-creating networks, communities of practice, advisory committees, educational and teaching resources, and research and R&D capacities. Integrated framework of knowledge assets vastly differ from the infrastructure of traditional agricultural and industrial societies, which relied heavily on tangible assets such as land, labor and machines (Parent et al., 2007) . The emergence of knowledge management discipline has coincided with the development of the global knowledge based economy in which emphasis has been shifted from traditional factors of production, namely capital, land and labor, to knowledge. Parallel to this, Drucker (1992) suggests the classical factors are becoming secondary to knowledge as the primary resource for the economy. Several researchers argue the effective management of knowledge is becoming a critical ingredient for organisations seeking to ensure sustainable strategic competitive advantages. Davenport and Bibby (1999) , f or example, point out that in the knowledge-based economy competitiveness is increasingly based upon access to knowledge in the form of skills and capabilities. Knowledge transfer seems to be one of the main themes of knowledge management which involves the use and creation of value from organisational knowledge. Against this backdrop, successful accomplishment of knowledge transfer within an organization or between organisations has a great role to play (Jasimuddin, 2008) . It is well known, however, that knowledge is generally difficult to transfer. Many researchers have focused on the importance of knowledge transfer to an organization's competitive advantage (Cavusgil et al., 2003) . Other researchers provide numerous examples of organizations that have s ignificantly improved their performance by instituting knowledge transfer programs. Hoopes and Postrel (1999) take a different tack by demonstrating instances when the lack of information sharing by employees has increased production costs significantly. Blumentritt and Johnston (1999, p. 287) suggest, on a more macro level, that: ''the ability to identify, locate and deliver information and knowledge to a point of valuable application is transforming existing industries, and facilitating the emergence of entirely new industries''. But the task of transferring knowledge successfully is far from straightforward. O'Dell and Grayson (1999) report on research suggesting that the transfer of ''best practices'' between , Vol. 3, No. 9 ISSN: 2222 two divisions of the same organization takes, on average, 27 months to complete. Both Argote (1999) and Szulanski (1996) determined that the effectiveness of knowledge transfer initiatives varies significantly among organizations, and Argote et al. (2000) note that knowledge transfer initiatives often fall far short of delivering on all the sought-after results (Parent et al., 2007) . Managing and integrating inter-organizational knowledge transfer on a firm level has advantages compared to managing knowledge transfer projects independently from each other. Knowledge can be transferred at lower costs or higher quality compared to transfer in independent projects. Advantages result from systematically managing knowledge transfer in the relationship to partners across functional or organizational barriers of a center (Hutzschenreuter et al., 2010) .
International Journal of Academic Research in Business and Social Sciences
A brief history of knowledge transfer theory
Different models or paradigms of organizational knowledge transfer advance various theories as to why it often remains difficult. Early organizational knowledge transfer models viewed knowledge as an object that could be passed on mechanistically from the creator to a translator who would adapt it in order to transmit the information to the user. Within this process, the user was generally viewed as a passive actor or receptacle of knowledge, and the context within which the transfer occurred was typically ignored. These classical models implied a hierarchical top-down relationship between the generator of knowledge who holds the resource (knowledge) and the user (receptacle) who is locked into a dependency stance (Parent et al., 2007) . Numerous authors have criticized this linear model of knowledge transfer for ignoring the reality of both the context in which the new knowledge was generated, and the one within which it will be used. Other models of knowledge transfer and adult learning, such as Bouchard and Gelinas's spiral model; Lewin's (1951) cycle of adult learning; Kolb and Fry's (1975) model of experiential learning; and Honey and Mumford's (1982) typology of learners, all focused on the experiential process of transferring theoretical knowledge to practical knowledge by using knowledge in a real-life setting (Parent et al., 2007) . The latest models to capture the imagination of the research and practice co mmunities are the communities-of-practice model and the knowledge network model. The communities-ofpractice model has been described as ''groups of people informally bound together by shared expertise and passion for a joint enterprise'' (Wenger and Snyde r, 2000, p. 139). Communities of practice cannot be mandated, but they can be encouraged, supported and promoted. They are generally motivated by people realizing that they could benefit by sharing knowledge, insights and experiences with others with similar goals; they typically form around best practices or common pursuits. Because communities of practice generally focus on informal, voluntary gatherings of individuals based on shared interests, they are sometimes seen by organizations as ''unmanageable'' endeavors (Parent et al., 2007) . Best-practice and businessopportunity networks, on the other hand, which have more organizational support, are believed to contribute directly to the bottom line. For example, Bu¨chel and Raub (2002, p. 587) believe that ''the most valuable activities in knowledge management focus on creating knowledge networks that extend beyond the traditional concept of communities of practice. ''Business Opportunity'' and ''Best Practice Transfer'' networks have been shown as directly contribute to the creation of value within firms''.
Most of the attention on knowledge transfer has focused on it as a process. The authors' experience in a broad variety of organizational settings, ranging from highly creative research organizations to more practical manufacturing settings, supports Szulanski's view of the importance of context. However, in addition to context, the authors' current research also indicates that knowledge transfer capacity within the entire social system can pose significant challenges to effective knowledge transfer (Parent et al., 2007) .
The dynamic knowledge transfer capacity model
The Dynamic Knowledge Transfer Capacity (DKNOWLEDGE TRANSFERC) model advances a new systemic and generic framework to identify the components required for social systems to generate, disseminate and use new knowledge to meet their needs. By applying a holistic, systems-thinking focus to knowledge transfer, one can begin to appreciate knowledge transfer as linked to the relationships between and within systems -including their systems of needs, goals and processes. This systemic perspective allows viewing knowledge transfer from both how knowledge gets transferred (the process), and also what capacities the system possesses for knowledge transfer to succeed. As all systems have limits, the model takes into account the boundaries within which knowledge transfer typically occurs (Parent et al., 2007) . In contrast to the more traditional knowledge transfer models that describe knowledge transfer as a process, the DKNOWLEDGE TRANSFERC model focuses on the components a social system must possess for knowledge transfer to occur, or put it, the ''assets'' the system has to play the game. As illustrated in Figure 1 , the model includes two pre-existing conditions (need and prior knowledge) and four capacities. These distinct components are described in more detail in the following pages. Clarifying what new knowledge the system needs, the initial identification of the need also serves to clarify the actors or special interest groups that must be involved in solving the problem, as well as the current state of knowledge, tacit and explicit, possessed by the system (Parent et al., 2007) . Generative capacity refers to the ability to discover or improve knowledge and the processes, technologies, products and services that derive from it. It is based on the system's intellectual and creative capital, which is present among its members, research infrastructure and alliances. Disseminative capacity denotes the ability to contextualize, format, adapt, translate and diffuse knowledge through a social and/or technological network and to build commitment from stakeholders. This ability is generally based on the existence of an articulated social network (social capital including strong and weak ties), brokers, and other intermediaries, including support by a technological and social infrastructure of communications. Absorptive capacity, initially conceptualized by Cohen and Levinthal (1990) , is defined here as the ability to recognize the value of new external knowledge, assimilate it and apply it to address relevant issues for a system's stakeholders. Absorptive capacity is typically found in environments that possess prior related knowledge, a readiness to change, trust between partners, flexible and adaptable work organizations and management support. Finally, adaptive and responsive capacity refers to the ability to continuously learn and renew elements of the knowledge transferring system in use, for constant change and improvement. It is based on prior continuous learning experience, visionary and critical thinking, distributed leadership among stakeholders, multiple feedback loops and monitoring mechanisms. All four of these capacities are necessary to varying degrees , Vol. 3, No. 9 ISSN: 2222 for a social system (network, organization, society, etc.) to be able to transfer knowledge successfully (Parent et al., 2007) .
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Development of hypotheses
The main objective of this study is to investigate the relationship between organizational culture, leadership style, employee engagement and knowledge transfer (as antecedents of knowledge transfer). As a fact we consider these three factors as three wide effective scopes of KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER. At organization level, we consumed organizational culture. At management level, we consumed leadership style and the relationship between leader and members. At individual level, we conducted employee engagement to assess their commitment. Some previous researchers investigated these relationships in their studies. For example, Wang et al. (2011) found that organizational culture plays a critical role in knowledge creation capability. Moreover, Tseng (2010) indicated that an adhocracy culture enables knowledge conversion and enhances corporate performance more than clan and hierarchy cultures . In the other hand, Singh's (2008) research findings indicate directive as well as supportive styles of leadership to be significantly and negatively associated with the art of knowledge management practices. It also depicts that consulting and delegating styles of leadership are positively and significantly related with managing knowledge in a software organization. Finally, only the delegating mode of leadership behaviors was found to be significant in predicting creation as well as management of knowledge for competitive advantage in software firms in India. The results of Politis's (2001) indicate that the leadership styles that involve human interaction and encourage participative decision-making processes are positively related to the skills and traits that are essential for knowledge management. As Crawford (2005) found Knowledge management behaviors were significantly predicted by transformational leadership. Williams in 2012 argued that the leadership role for learning and knowledge management needs to focus on four main areas -promoting common purpose, developing a collaborative culture, facilitating multi-disciplinary teamwork, and developing learning and knowledge management , Vol. 3, No. 9 ISSN: 2222 strategies. Moreover, in 2009, Thompson and his colleagues found that Engagement of information is a necessary step before knowledge can be effectively transferred to a receiver. Engagement is defined as an act whereby the receiver of the information actively uses the information by applying it to specific tasks. Therefore, it was assumed that: H1. Organizational culture, leadership style and employee engagement are significant antecedents of knowledge transfer in organizations. H2. Organizational culture is positively related to knowledge transfer in organizations. H3. Leadership style is positively related to knowledge transfer in organizations. H4. Employee engagement is positively related to knowledge transfer in organizations.
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Method 4.1. Research site and participants
Data were collected with the help of a structured questionnaire personally distributed by the authors to 300 professionals working in over 8 software organizations. These organizations were situated in the Isfahan city of Iran and each employed more than 50 software professionals. Only those questionnaires that were returned within two weeks of their distribution were considered usable for the study. A total of 268 questionnaires (a response rate of 89.33 percent) were returned within the stipulated time. After deleting the questionnaires that were incomplete, a sample of usable 250 responses, representing a response rate of 83.33 percent, was considered for the final analysis. Of these, 184 were males and 66 were females, over 70 percent were in the range of 20 to 35 years. A young sample is representative of the actual software professional population. Their mean tenure in the organization was 3.5 years. Respondents were asked not to sign or give any form of identification to ensure the anonymity of their responses. Care was taken to include only those respondents who had worked with their supervisor for over six months. This was necessary to make sure that the subordinates were in a position to assess the quality of interaction with their supervisors.
Measures
To assess the hypotheses, we conducted the multi dimensional survey with five parts. In the first part, a series of single-statement items were used to collect information on participants' demographic variables such as age, gender, and tenure. The second part was related to organizational culture. Organizational culture in software companies can be operationalized as three variables: achievement/innovation/competence (AIC), cooperation/supportiveness/ responsiveness (CSR), and emphasis on rewards (ER) (Shim, 2010) . Organizational culture is measured using a scale of 32 survey items taken from the workforce retention study that include all items related to AIC, CSR, and ER. Each survey item has a 5 point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). In the third part, the quality of exchange between leader and members was assessed using a ten-item quality of interaction scale Ansari, 2000, 2009) . This was a two-dimensional scale, based on the conceptualization by Dienesch and Liden (1986) . The respondents were asked to rate the statements on a five-point scale (1=not at all true; 5=very true) as to how true the statements were to their relationship with their immediate supervisor. Sample items include, "How much responsibility does he/she take for the jobs that are to be done together by you and him/her?", "How much do you help each other in personal matters?" In the fourth part, we applied UWES. Many researchers constructed the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003) to assess three dimensions of vigor, dedication, and absorption (Cole et al. 2011) . The UWES has been used by many studies and has obtained acceptable reliability of scores. The questions of this scale for each dimension assess the engagement of employees by a five-point scale. For measuring the knowledge transfer capacity, in the last part, we applied the dynamic knowledge transfer capacity model by four dimensions of:  Generative capacity;  Disseminative capacity;  Absorptive capacity;  Responsive capacity (Parent et al., 2007) . We designed 5 survey items for each of these dimensions in order to rate them on five-point scale. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) test is used to examine the factor validity of the scales used as indicators of four variables of organizational culture, leadership style, employee engagement and knowledge transfer. The results of the CFA test in this study supported the validity of the measurement model. Cronbach's alpha test is used to determine the internal consistency of items in a survey instrument. It is interpreted as the percent of variance in the observed scale and it would also explain the hypothetical true scale composed of all possible items (Hatcher, 1994) . The alpha reliabilities of all variables employed in this study are acceptable.
Results
The model fit of the research model in this study was tested using AMOS 18.0. Researchers typically employ different indices to determine model fit. Four measures were used to assess the fit of structural models: the goodness of fit index (GFI), the adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI), comparative fit index (CFI) and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). First a single-factor model (for all the three study variables) was estimated organizational Culture, leadership style, and employee engagement. This model turned out to be a very poor fit to the data (CMIN (x 2/df) =14.82, p =0.01, GFI=0.60, AGFI=0.47, CFI = 0.38, RMSEA = 0.14). Next, the hypothesized (three-factor) model was tested. Given the number of variables, the results of the CFA provided a reasonable model fit (CMIN (x 2/df) = 2.19, p =0.01, GFI = 0.89, AGFI = 0.85, CFI = 0:91, RMSEA = 0.06). As can be seen, the hypothesized three-factor model showed much improved x 2 and fit statistics, providing support to our three-factor model. All the items were significant predictors of their respective latent variables. Therefore, the hypothesis 1 was accepted. As we assumed in hypothesis 2, there was a significant relationship between organizational culture and knowledge transfer (=0.818, C.R = 6.778, p=0.01). The indicators of (=0.773, C.R = 6.105, p=0.01) provides support to the third hypothesis which mentioned the significant relationship between leadership style and knowledge transfer. As we predicted, the relationship between employee engagement and knowledge transfer is positive and significant (=0.706, C.R = 5.864, p=0.01).
Discussion
In this competitive world what seem important are new methods of capturing competitive advantages. Knowledge transfer as one of this vital process can help managers to develop their companies. In previous researches knowledge transfer have been studied as effective variable, but none of them consider three elements of organizational Culture, leadership style, and employee engagement as what can affect on knowledge transfer. As findings indicate, appropriate organizational culture can improve knowledge transfer. The important role of managers in this way is to prepare proper environment for knowledge sharing in organizations. Another important factor is leadership style which can improve transferring knowledge in organizations. The results indicate that not only transformational leadership style, but also the style which is fit with the organizational environment and culture can enhance knowledge transfer. In the other hand, powerful and effective leaders can improve employee engagement and commitment wile this influences on knowledge transfer. Employees who are more engaged in work, are more intensive to share knowledge within their work environment. The results of the present study indicate that all three factors of organizational Culture, leadership style, and employee engagement are strongly related to the knowledge transferring among organizations. These three factors include organizational, managerial and membership aspects.
Implication
The preset study by focusing on three aspects of culture, leadership and engagement, helps managers to consider wide content of knowledge transfer among their organizations. Culture aspect of knowledge transfer is out of managers' control while their leadership styles can be contingent with organizations conditions. Managers by paying enough attention to this under control variable can enhance culture in order to improve employee engagement. Previous scholars proved that employee engagement in today's world can be identified as competitive advantage.
Limitation
In the preset study, all the data were collected through self-reports, which may be limited. However, recent research suggests that self-reported data are not as limited as was previously believed and that people often accurately perceive their social environment. Further, selfreports are also likely to be influenced by social desirability. Although this bias cannot be ruled out, some researchers have shown that social desirability may not be a source of bias in measuring organizational perceptions (Bhal et al., 2009 ).
